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Abstract

This study tests for long-term continuities in the palitics of race. It uses a quas-experimenta
method to examine the role of racid issuesin presdentid voting in the present era It identifies two
ealier higtoricd erasin which it is generdly agreed racid issues were a centrd point of partisan division
in nationd politics the immediately antebdlum and civil rights periods. It uses presidentid voting data to
demondtrate continuity in the distribution of the vote across states between those two eras, and between
both eras and the present. The pattern of the vote has been quite different in eras when race has not
been a centrd nationd political issue. We argue that these data are congstent with the view that

divisons over race continue to underlie partisan preferences to a Sgnificant degree in the present era.



The puzzle that motivates usin this paper is the sharp change in American partisan politics from
the mid-1970's to the contemporary period. The Reagan dection of 1980 and the period of his
presidency produced a sgnificant shift in the underlying partisan dignments of the American public. In
terms of party identification, Democrats no longer hold a stable mgority, while Republicans have come
closeto parity (Miller & Shanks, 1996). The Republicans achieved strong, seemingly dmost effortless,
presidentid victoriesin 1984 and 1988, while the Democratic victories in 1992 and 1996 were
achieved with only a minority of the popular vote, and seem to have been partialy contingent on the
gtrong third-party candidacies of Ross Perot. In al four éections, the Democrats captured only a
minority of the white vote. 1n 1994 the Republicans took control of the House of Representatives for
thefirst time in nearly haf acentury, and for now appear to hold a secure mgority in the Senate. In
date politics, there has been a switch of governorships from a hedthy Democratic mgority to astrong
Republican mgority. Republicans have gained much ground in date legidatures as well.

Although numerous explanations have been given for this substantia switch of partisan
preferences, we are particualy interested in exploring the role of race, especidly in hdping usto
undergtand partisanship among whites. Serious socid and economic problems continue to face the
African American population. Severe racid inequdities continue in such domains as life expectancy,
income, employment, education, and wedth. Progress toward reducing most of these inequalities seems
to have stalled over the past two decades (for a brief review, see Sears, Hetts, Sidanius, & Bobo,
2000).

Mogt black leaders believe that the palitical system has been unable or unwilling to act

congtructively to ameliorate these problems. White Americans have been strongly opposed to the



magjor liberd policiesthat have been proposed to reduce racid inequdity (Schuman et d, 1997; Sears et
a 2000). Thisoppostionisplanly stronger anong Republicans and conservatives than among
Democrats and liberals, according to conventiona survey measures (e.g., Shiderman & Carmines,
1997). But how much of their opposition slems from their racid atitudes?

The role of race in contemporary politics -- or more properly, the role of racid prgudicein
politics -- has been ahighly controversid subject. Public intdlectuas vehemently disagree, with some
opining that “when the officid subject is presidentia palitics, taxes, welfare, crime, rights, or values.. . .
thered subject israce’ (Edsdl and Edsdll, 1991) and other writing about “the end of racism” (d’ Souza,
1993). Smilarly, scholars of public opinion and voting behavior disagree. Some see the continuing
influence of whites' racid animogty in palitics, whether flowing from a“new raciam” (eg., Searset d,
1997; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Kinder & Sanders, 1996) or conflicts between groups at different
positions in the group status hierarchy (e.g., Bobo, 2000; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). But others believe
that much of the once-considerable force of racid prgjudice has been spent: “prgjudiceis very far from
adominating factor in the contemporary politics of race’ (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997, p. 73),
reflecting amgor socid change: “A quarter century ago, what counted was who a policy would benefit,
blacks or whites’ (Sniderman & Piazza, 1993, pp. 4-5), while “the contemporary debate over racid
policy isdriven primarily by conflict over what the government should try to do, and only secondarily

over what it should try to do for blacks’ [emphasisin the origind] (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997, p. 4).

The literature on the contemporary party system emphasizesthe role of racial issuesin the

realignment that occurred during the 1960's and 1970's (Black & Black, 1992; Carmines & Stimson,
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1989; Sundquigt, 1983). Carmines and Stimson's conclusion isthat “[t]he struggle over race, & its
pesk the dominant issue of American paliticd life for only some three yearsin the mid-1960'’s...,
permanently rearranged the American party system” (1989, p. xiii). Ther andyssis particularly
detailed, arguing that it was triggered by the ideologica polarization of the two party caucusesin
Congress after the election of 1958, shifting the baance of power in each party away from the center.
The exogenous pressure of the civil rights movement forced these more polarized partiesto take
positions on civil rights issues, positions that therefore proved to be more ditinctive than they had been
inthe past. The “Goldwater gamble’ in 1964, campaigning on opposition to federd intervention to
protect blacks civil rights, triggered a heightened emphasis on race in the two parties platforms,
increased polarization of party activists on racia issues, and sharply polarized perceptions within the
meass public of the two parties positions on desegregation. Later in the decade the Nixon “ Southern
srategy” accelerated the redignment of Southern whitesinto the Republican camp (also see Sundquis,
1983).

As careful and persuasive as the Carmines and Stimson andysisis, it dedls only with the period
from the end of World War 11 to 1980. Their lack of attention to racid issues prior to 1945 was based
on the quite reasonable grounds that, “The ending of Reconstruction marked the end of race asa
nationa politica issue. For mogt of the next eighty years....itslife asanaiond politicd issue was only
sporadic and inconsequentid” (p. 29). Nor did their analysis take the story past 1980. Part of our
purpose, then, isto provide alarger historica context, both before and after the period covered by
Carmines and Stimson.

In regard to the period since, there is disagreement. Some see a continuing role of racid



prejudice in whites preferences between the two politica parties (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Searset d,
1987). But others do not, arguing that it began to drop out as a central factor in the mass public’'s
partisanship in this period. Instead, party identification has become digned with more generd
ideological preferences, with race only one of numerous areas that liberas and conservatives disagree
about (Abramowitz, 1994; Abramowitz & Saunders, 1998; Carmines & Stanley, 1990; Sniderman and
Carmines, 1997; Sniderman and Piazza, 1993; Hagen, 1995). Indeed some argue that racia prejudice,
paradoxicdly, divides Democrats and liberads more than it does Republicans and conservatives
(Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Carmines & Layman, 1998).

It isdso clear that many Southern whitesin particular have redligned with the Republican party
(though there is some disagreement about the timing of the redlignment, and about whether atrangtiond
period of dedignment occurred; Beck, 1977; Black & Black, 1992; Campbell, 19773, b; Carmines &
Stanley, 1990; Miller & Shanks, 1996; Petrocik, 1987; Sundquist, 1983; Stanley, 1988). Some data
point, at least indirectly, to arole of racid attitudes in this changed partisanship. For example, thereis
good evidence that migration from the North was not solely responsible; many native Southerners
themselves changed parties, epecidly in the Degp South and to a surprising degree, among older
cohorts (Beck, 1977; Campbell, 1977a, b; Carmines & Layman, 1998; Carmines & Stanley, 1990;
Glaser & Gilens, 1997; Petrocik, 1987; Stanley, 1988). Southern whites continue to have more
negative racid attitudes than do Northern whites (Carmines & Layman, 1998; Kuklinski et d, 1997;
Peffley & Hurwitz, 1998; Steeh & Schuman, 1992; Steed et d, 1990; Tuch & Martin, 1997). And
racid policy atitudes have been correlated with party identification among Southern whites (Beck,

1977; Carmines & Layman, 1998; Carmines & Stanley, 1990; Petrocik, 1987).



But others writing on the subject have concluded that, even if some white Southerners defected
to the Republican party on the basis of racid issuesin the 1960's, today their support for Republicansis
primarily due to other factors, especidly preferences for religious conservatism, a strong nationd
defense, freedom to bear arms, alessintrusive federal government, areduction in the welfare state,
and/or ideologica conservatism encompassing a variety of such themes (Abramowitz, 1994;
Abramowitz & Saunders, 1998; Campbell, 19773, b; Miller & Shanks, 1996; Carmines & Stanley,
1990; Green et d, 1998; Kellstedt, 1990; Petrocik, 1987; Steed et a, 1990).

The literature on party systems usudly focuses particularly on such discontinuities as
redignments and criticd dections. But such an emphasis aways leaves the door open for the contrary
emphasis, on continuities over long periods of time. The frequent evocation of a Serbian battlefield loss
in 1389 asasymbalic judtification for ethnic cleanang forcefully reminds us of the power of long-term
collective memories. In the 1960's, the French Revolution continued to be ardlying symbol for both
Left and Right in organizing partisan divisons in France (Pecheron, 1967). A classicd illudtration of the
power of geographic continuity in Americans partisan preferencesisV.0. Key, J.’s (1959)
demondration that Indiana counties maintained strikingly constant presidentia preferences over severd
decades, in both the 19" and 20" centuries.

Continuity of contention over racia issuesis one of the halmarks of American political history.
Race was amost conflictud issue at each of the young nation’ s three early pivotd moments: the debates
over the language of the Declaration of Independence and of the Congtitution, and the debates that
triggered the Civil War. It again was the nation’s most conflictud issue in the 1960's when the

wrenching abandonment of the Im Crow system took place. The substantive question we raiseis



whether race might not have played a more important role than ordinarily recognized in the surge of the
Republican party in the 1980'sand 1990's. That is, israce ill acentrd factor in partisanship today, as
it was three decades ago?

This paper focuses specificaly on continuities in the influence of racid issues on state-leve
presdentid voting behavior over the past century and ahdf. By “continuity” we mean that the high
sdience of racid issuesin different periods has resulted in a Smilar pattern of dectord dignment across
those periods, even when separated by many years. Our hypothesisistwofold. Firgt, the parties
aignment today is substantialy the same asin both earlier periods of maximum political conflict over
racia issues, the periods immediately before the Civil War and during the 1960's. As aresult,
presidential elections and dectord codlitions at the sate level once again look much asthey did in those
two eras. And second, their dignment bears no resemblance to the alignments that held in the elections
between those two periods when race was not centrd to the nationa political agenda.

To be sure, the manifest issues are different: the set of issues surrounding chettel davery and its
immediate aftermath concerned citizenship for daves, the treetment of fugitive daves, extenson of
davery to new gtates, land redistribution, subsistence resources for the freed daves, protection from
white violence, provison of minimal public education, and suffrage. In the 1960's, the political focus
was on eradicating the system of formd, legd lower-caste status of emancipated African Americans.
Both sets of issues seem quite different from today’ s concerns with affirmative action, majority-minority
digtricts, the crimind justice system, or welfare reform. But we would argue that underneeth, the latent
concerns are quite smilar, revolving around the legitimacy of racia inequdity and about federd

intervention to ameliorate it. We think there is vaue to taking alook at the link between racid issues and



political partisanship with a broader historical span in mind.2

A wide variety of techniques have been gpplied to address such questions (seg, inter dia,
Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Sears et a, 2000; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Hurwitz & Peffley, 1998;
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Each methodology has its strengths and weaknesses. Sample surveys
usualy mimic the ongoing politica debate and have representative samples, but they have only rdatively
recently been available, often have inadequate continuity over time, their causa inference is often wesk,
and responses can be biased on sengitive topics like race. Experimenta techniques offer sronger causal
inferences, but often rely on hypothetical Stuations, on unrepresentative samples, and artificid |aboratory
settings. Voting returns provide “hard” behaviord data, and are available in comparable terms well
back in American history, but any linkage to specific attitudes (other than the specific choice on the
ballot) often requires some interpretive legp. Not surprisingly, at this point there is no consensus thet any
one provides aroyd road to the truth.

Given our interest in partisan preferences over many years time, including periods well before
the collection of systematic survey data, we approach these questions with a quas-experimenta
methodology that has not been used before to investigate race and party dignments.® Our basic
drategy isto compare the presidentia vote in each state, across eections known to vary in the sdlience
of racia issues. Asaresult our focusis on eectord behavior rather than on public opinion. If race plays
an important role in the vote, we should see continuities across periods in which racid tensons are
centrd to nationd palitics, and discontinuities with periodsin which itisnot. We do not dam this
method is a perfect solution to the methodologica problemsraised in thisliterature. But both its

drengths and its weakness differ from those of other methods, which may help to provide afresh



perspective.

Racial Issues and Presidential Elections

Politica history can be viewed as a sequence of periods, each characterized by tensions over
different issues, tendons that often influence partisan dignments at the time, and provoke change. Such
periods are likely to be interspersed with periods of stasis. In periods of racid tenson, partisan
aignments might be strongly influenced by contention over racid issues, whilein gatic periods the
parties might not differ on racid issues a al, and their disputes would revolve around other issues. If
we take race as the pivot, then, partisan dignments might look quite Smilar across various periods of
maximum racid tenson, even if they are widdly separated intime. The parties might or might not wind
up on the same sides of the issue, of course. Indeed in American palitics the parties have clearly
switched, with the Republicansinitidly championing alimit to or abalition of davery, while today
Democrats are the party more supportive of blacks interests.

If we reexamine the history of American presidentid eections from this perspective, five periods
of particular interest appear. We review them briefly less because the details are unfamiliar but to
highlight our reasons for classifying some as periods of high politica tenson over race in nationd palitics,
and others as periods of low tension.

Savery as asettled issue: 1789-1844.

Thefirg period is interesting because of what did not happen. During the formative period of
the American nation, the South generdly was successful at keeping race and the “peculiar ingtitution” of

davery off the public agenda. Jefferson’s effort to incorporate a repudiation of davery inthe
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Declaration of Independence was quickly thwarted by the Continenta Congress. Savery wasdl but
explicitly legitimized in the Condtitution of 1789. The officid end of the dave trade in 1807 merdly
digned the United States with European nations that had coloniesin the Americas.  And the Missouri
Compromise of 1820 settled for some time the question of davery in the land acquired in the Louisana
Purchase by drawing an East-West line digtinguishing areas to which davery could be extended from
those in which it was forbidden. For the time being, it effectively removed the issue of davery from
nationd palitics

Tenson over davery: 1848 to 1860.

Beginning in the 1830's, the Abolitionist movement began to fuel controversy over the
continuation of davery in the South, as well as over the treatment of freed or fugitive daves, but it
generally operated outside the party system. However, in 1846, the growing confrontation over davery
came to a head in Congress with the Wilmot Proviso, which proposed to exclude davery from the
territory acquired in the Mexican War. 1t was defeated in 1847 by the Southern oppostion, led in the
Senate by John C. Cahoun. But the regiond lines were drawn, and it led immediady to the formation
of the Free Soil Party. Martin Van Buren, itsfirst presdential candidate, won 10% of the vote in 1848,
running especidly strongly in Massachusetts, New Y ork, Vermont, and Wisconsin.

Congressiond conflict over davery grew more intense over the next twelve years. The
Southerners proved successful a severa junctures. The Compromise of 1850 brought them the
Fugitive- Save Law, giving daveowners the assstance of federd commissionersin recovering ther
escaped human “property,” even in states where davery wasillegd. The Kansas-Nebraska Act of

1854, of which Senator Stephen Douglas was a leading supporter, established the principle of “popular
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sovereignty” in the territories: they could vote to be dave or freg, a the time of entering the Union as
sates. The Republican Party was formed in 1856 in large part as aresponse to the Kansas-Nebraska
Act, by those who believed that the territories should be free and that davery should not be extended
beyond the existing dave South. However, no votes at al were recorded for itslosing presidentia
candidate, John C. Fremont, in the future Confederacy. His strength was concentrated in New England,
New Y ork, and the upper Midwest, such as Michigan, Wisconsn, and lowa

Kenneth Stampp has argued (1990, p. 330) that 1857 was the highwater mark of the nationa
political power of the Southern pro-davery forces. The nomination of Abraham Lincoln by the
Republicansin 1860 led to threets by Southerners that they would secedeif he were eected. Although
Douglas, the Democrat, was pledged to preserve the Union by preserving davery, the Southerners put
up John C. Breckinridge as an adternative Southern Democrat. The Republicans again were not on the
bdlot in the South; instead John Bdll ran on a Congtitutional Union ticket. Nonetheless, Lincoln was
elected, and tensgons over davery came to the burgting point. Within afew months e even dave Sates
had seceded to form the Confederacy, while four remained in the Union -- Delaware, Maryland,
Kentucky, and Missouri.

Throughout this period, the congressond Democratic party consstently played the moreracidly
conservative role, both protecting the South from challenges to davery and promoting the option of
extending davery to the western territories. Its presidentia candidates were aso congstently more
racidly consarvative, though ther principa early opponents, the Whigs, were not invariably opposed to
the southerners’ proposals. The 1856 and 1860 elections did offer clear dternatives on the issues

relating to davery, since the Republican nominees were both explicitly opposed to the Kansas-
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Nebraska Act, while the Democrats nominated the pro-davery James Buchanan and Stephen Douglas,
aleading proponent of that Act.

This period was, of course, followed by the Civil War, and then Reconstruction and the
eventud reintegration of the Confederate dates into the Union. Presidentid voting is aless useful index
of party differences on racia issuesin thisperiod. In 1864 the most pro-davery states were not
involved in the presidentia vote, snce they had seceded from the Union. 1n 1868 several Confederate
dates ill had not been permitted back into conventiond politics. Asaresult we will focus our atention
on the four antebellum presidentia dections, and especidly 1856 and 1860, as those that reflected most
clearly the partisan lines of divison that had emerged over davery leading up to the Civil War.

Black invighility: 1880 to 1956

In the Compromise of 1877, the Republicans essentidly eschewed further political designson
the South in return for victory in the presdentia eection of 1876. Over time the Jm Crow system of
forma segregation and discrimination gradudly fel into place in the South, while politicdly the region
remained for many years the “ Solid South,” loyd to the Democrats. By common agreement racia issues
were largely kept off the nationd political agenda, initidly by the Republicans largely ceding the South to
the Democrats, and later by Southern Democrats holding other aspects of the party’ s program hostage
to thelr specific interestsin maintaining the racia status quo. Blacks themsalves had relatively little
politica power until after World War I1.

In 1948, race became afocal point of intense debate again, as black activists demanded
integration of the armed forces, and liberd forces demanded a strong civil rights plank in the Democratic

party platform. That led to awakout by some Southern delegates, and in the Fall, a Dixiecrat rebellion
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led by Governor Strom Thurmond of South Carolinathat took four Southern states away from the
Democrats. Through the mid to late 1950's there was consderable agitation in the South about the
Brown vs. Board of Education school desegregation decison (1954) and the beginnings of black civil
rights protests. However neither Dwight Eisenhower nor Adlai Stevenson placed much emphasison
racia issuesin their presdentia racesin 1952 and 1956. Nevertheless the Solid South had been
cracked: Stevenson held only a bare mgority of the former Confederate sates each time, and split the
four dave gates that had remained in the Union.*

Radidly-based redlignment: 1960 to 1972

Soon the two parties again polarized over racid issues, with Democrats now emerging asthe
racialy more liberd party. The Sarting point is a matter of debate, as will be seen. The events of 1948
had certainly provided an early warning. But racid issues seemed not to feature prominently in the 1960
election. But the civil rights movement was escalating its efforts . The Kennedy adminidration finaly
took aforceful pro-avil rights position in 1963, supported by large numbers of Northern congressmen,
especidly after Kennedy's death. LBJ described support for the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as the most
suitable memorid for the dain president.

In presidentid politics, a new racidly-based redignment seemingly was triggered by the 1964
campaign. Lyndon Johnson ran on a platform of support for civil rights, whereas Barry Goldwater
defended his vote againgt the Civil Rights Act. Party images became strongly polarized in the mass
public on the question of desegregation (Carmines & Stimson, 1989; Pomper, 1972). Goldwater and
Johnson each won their own home states, but aside from that the electoral map began to shift

irreversibly. Johnson, the first mgor-party Southern presidential candidate in dmost 50 years, lost half
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of the other former Confederate states, and Goldwater won no other states outside the South. In
addition, African Americans were on their way to being the most loyd congtituency within the
Democrétic Party.

Nevertheless ghetto riots became aregular festure of summersin the 1960's. Racid issues rose
to the top of the public’ s assessment of the nation’ s “most important problem” (Hagen, 1995). In
1968, George Wallace, known to the public primarily from his strident opposition to desegregation, ran
adrong racidly-tinged third- party campaign, but till further Southern sates fell to the Republicans.
Hubert Humphrey, a centrd proponent of civil rights legidation took only two of the fifteen former dave
states. The Nixon administration was initidly rather favorably disposed to civil rights, but became
increasingly responsive to its conservative and Southern condtituents, in terms of policies toward school
integration, Supreme Court nominees, and opposition to “quotas.” Burnham (1996) describes 1970 as
the critical year for that redignment. Whatever the specific timing, by 1972 the Republican party was
committed to the racidly conservative “ Southern Strategy” designed to bring the formerly solid
Democratic South into the Republican fold.

The contemporary period: 1984 to 1996.

Since 1964 racid tensions have continued, over issues such as busing, affirmative action, crime,
and welfare. Asindicated earlier, much has been written claming that racia issues had become a minor
factor in American partisan politics. But there are good reasons to believe that they have continued to
be a centrd wedge in presidentid dections, and that the party system continues to revolve around the
old racid split.

We will skip briefly over the 1976 and 1980 dections. Jmmy Carter, an elected governor of a
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deep Southern state, proved capable of bringing many white Southerners back to the Demaocrats on
what V. O. Key, J. (1949) cdled a“friends and neighbors’ bass, despite being, in generd, aracid
liberd. Atthelevd of party identification, there was evidence of “dedignment,” especidly in the South
(Beck, 1977; Miller & Shanks, 1996). But plainly Rondd Reagan, without emphasizing racid issues,
hed dlied himsdf with racid conservatives in the South, with atrack record of having opposed the
mgor civil rightslegidation of the 1960's (Carmines & Stimson, 1989).

We suspect, however, that the 1984 presidentiad campaign once again had strong racid
undertones. In that year, Jesse Jackson, perhaps the most prominent African American civil rights
leader of his day, mounted a highly credible campaign for the Democrétic presdentia nomination. In
severd primaries he amassed sgnificant numbers of votes. Elsawhere we have presented evidence that
his candidacy had a chilling effect on conservative whites, especialy in the South, and accelerated their
flight into the Republican party (Sears, Citrin, & Kosterman, 1987). In 1988, Jackson ran an even
stronger campaign in early primaries. The Republican nominee, George Bush, prominently featured an
attack on the record of the ultimate Democratic nominee, Michael Dukakis, on issues of “law and
order.” Hisfrequent use of the “revolving door” commercid, portraying a series of racidly ambiguous
convicts being released from prison, and his occasond alusion to the “Willie Horton” case served to
prime whites racid attitudes (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Mendeberg, 1997).

In 1992, the genera eection campaign was dominated by economic issues, such asthe
recession of the early 1990's, tax cuts, and hedlth care, dong with some attention to mord issueslike
abortion and “family vadues” Racid issues did not gppear to be particularly sdient. But amost

immediately after the election, race once again was on the front burner, in anew way. Bill Clinton has
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often been said to be the first American president to have genuindy comfortable persond relationships
with blacks, and with the black community more generdly. Asaresult he was often seen casualy
socidizing with blacks, unlike previous presdents. Moreover, he made a highly publicized pledge to
insure that his adminigiration would “look like America,” meaning a strong representation of racia
minorities. And indeed his early high gppointments were far more racidly diverse than had been truein
any previous adminigtration. He appointed blacks as secretaries of agriculture (Mike Espy), energy
(Hazd O'Leary), and commerce (Ron Brown), and as Surgeon General (Jocelyn Elder), prominent
Latinos as secretaries of HUD (Henry Cisneros) and transportation (Frederico Pena), and nominated
Lani Guinier as assdant attorney generd for aivil rights. The firgt African American woman in the
Senate, Carol Mosdley-Braun, was dso dected a the same time. Unhappily for Clinton, dmost dl of
these individuas ultimately came under strong attack for various reasons, generated greet controversy,
some were included in the list of “scandas’ Clinton’ s detractors compiled, some attracted independent
counsdls, and dmogt dl left office with acloud over their heeds. In ardaed domain, Clinton quickly
moved to remove discrimination on the basis of sexud preference from personnel decisonsin the armed
forces, a proposa which too attracted great opposition, and ultimately he backed down to the
compromise “don’t ask, don't tell” standard.

In short, dthough race was not a centra issue in the 1992 ection, Clinton’s pledge to be
racidly indugve resulted in a number of highly publicized controversies that centered on his minority
gppointees. There were many other controversiesin hisfirg term of office -- most notably the abortive
effort to reform the American hedth care system, the effort to pass a budget bill without any Republican

support, and the confrontation over the budget in late 1995 and early 1996 that resulted in the closure
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of the government. Nevertheless we believe that an argument can be made that his adminidtration was
marked by numerous and highly sdlient minority-related issues, and that they were surrounded by attack
and falure. Wefed it istherefore plausble that the eections of 1994 and 1996 were influenced by this

congtant negative attention to minorities.

Continuitiesin Presdential Voting

If our hypothesisis correct, there should be congderable continuity in presidentid voting
behavior from earlier periodsin which race was centrd to the present era. That is, across those periods
there should be strong smilarities in which states voted for the more racialy conservative presdentid
candidate, and strong smilaritiesin which states voted for the more racidly progressive candidate. To
test this hypothesis we have corrdated the state- by-state presidentid vote across e ections beginning
with 1828. If the hypothesisis correct, the correations should be higher among the eections during the
two periods of highest racid tension, and of dections in those periods with present-day dections, than
with the periods in which race was not as vishbly on the public agenda, and so not as likdly to have been
involved in presdentia politics

As our index we have chosen the percent Democratic out of the total popular vote, with two
exceptions. Other indices might have been selected, of course. The main complication in selecting an
index concerns the votes cast for candidates other than the nominees of the two mgor parties. One
logicd dternative would be the percent Democratic of the two-party vote. We rgjected that because
some of the third-party candidacies are meaningful for our hypothesis, and therefore should not be

ignored. An obvious example is the George Wallace vote in 1968. A second logicd dternative would
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be the percent Republican of the total vote. We rgjected that becausein practice, in dmost al cases,
the third party vote turns out to be most paliticaly meaningfully grouped with the Republican vote.

Thefirgt exception isin 1860, an important year for our hypothesis. In that case we have added
the votes for the Southern Democratic candidate, John C. Breckinridge, to the votes cast for the
Democrat, Stephen A. Douglas. We did so because they ran, in essence, pardle regiona campaigns,
Breckinridge in the South and Douglas in the North: Breckinridge took an average of 54% in the soon-
to-be Confederate Sates, and Douglas, an average of 8%; Douglas took an average of 31% in the
other states, and Breckinridge, 11%. The other exception was that for 1892, we added the Populist
vote to the Democratic vote for William Jennings Bryan, on the grounds that in 1896 heran on a
combined Democrat- Populist ticket.

In the Appendix we discuss these and the other individua cases where sgnificant numbers of
votes were cast for individuals other than the nominees of the two mgor parties. We present our
rationde in each case, and dso andyses using dternative indices. Aswill be seen, the overal sory line
does not change substantialy. We take that to support both our hypothes's and the methodol ogical
decisions we have made, but we recognize that these decisions are open to reasonable debate.

Two periods of racid tenson

The two periodsin which raceis generdly agreed to have been a centrd issuein naiond poalitics
were the period immediately before the Civil War (in particular, during the presidentid dections from
1848 to 1860, inclusve) and the Civil Rights era marking the end of the Im Crow system (in particular,
during the presidentid eections from 1964 to 1972, inclusive). A first sep isto establish amilarity in

presidentia voting between these two eras. If the two periods showed quite different patterns of
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partisan division, it would be difficult to argue that the salience of racid issues common to both was
driving partisanship in voting behavior.

Asaprdiminary test for that amilarity, we smply correlated the sate-by-state Democratic
presidentid vote across each pair of eections, and then averaged these correlaionsto arrive a an
overd| edimate of the smilarity in partisan divison from the antebellum erato the civil rights period.
These averager = -.56 across dl electionsin the two periods. They riseto a peak in the later stages of
both eras: the averager = -.70 across the 1856 and 1860 by the 1968 and 1972 results, when the
racidly-driven dignment had presumably crystdlized most fully. These corrdaions are dl negative, of
course, because the two parties’ rlative positions on racid issues had reversed in the interim. It isthe
absolute value of the corrdations, not their direction, that is relevant to our hypothesis.

In order to assess continuity between the two eras in more detail than these overdl correations
permit, we selected a pivota year from each era, and then examined, state-by-<tate, the association of
Democratic presdentid vote across the two years. We sdected 1856 from the antebellum period,
since some of the mgor conflicts over davery had dready come to a head (e.g., the Kansas-Nebraska
Act passed in 1854), and it was the maiden presidential campaign for the Republican party, at a
moment of extraordinary tension over the davery issue Indeed it was the first election in which one of
the mgor parties had defined itsdlf in part in terms of opposition to the extension of davery. We
selected 1964 from the civil rights period because it is the year most widely regarded as the pivotd year
for the racidly-based realignment of that decade (Carmines & Stimson, 1989; Sundquist, 1983).

The electora outcomes in each state across these two periods were strongly correlated. The

Pearson correlation of the state-by-state Democratic voteisr = -.60.  The continuity between the two
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years is even more striking when we examine the specific sates themsaves. Figure 1 showsthe
scatterplot of 1856 and 1964 voting. The continuity of the partisan distribution of the vote with pre-
Civil-War partisan divisons shows up clearly in 1964. The deep South isto the upper left, reflecting
strong Democrétic dlegiance in 1856, and a strong Republican vote in 1964. Missssippi, Alabama,
and Georgia stand out, with the rest of the Confederacy next in line (especidly Horida, Virginia, and
North Caroling). Following them are the two Confederate states that first rgjoined the Union,
Tennessee and Louisana. They are joined by the four border dave Sates that remained in the Union,
but whose dlegiance was much in doubt in the early years of the Civil War — Missouri, Kentucky,
Maryland, and Delaware. At the lower right, strongly Republican in 1856 but strongly Democratic in

1964, are five far Northeast states, Vermont, Massachusetts, New Y ork, Maine, and Rhode Idand.®
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Figure 1.

Democratic Vote: 1856 by 1964
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More generdly, Figure 2 presents the Pearson corrdations of the 1856 vote with dl other

presdential years. The 1856 results correlated, on average, r = -.69 with the results of dl three

elections we have classfied as within the civil rights era
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Figure 2. Correlations of Democratic Share of Total Presidential Vote in 1856 by Vote in

Subsequent Elections, Across All States
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To link these two historical periods with the present, we present the Pearson correlations of the
state- by- state Democratic vote in each presidentid eection from 1828 to 1992 with the comparable
votein 1996. These are shown in Figure 3. To permit comparisons of distinctive historical periods, the
correlations were then averaged across individua eection years and are presented in Table 1. The
results support the hypothess.  Presidentid voting in the present era shows the greatest continuity with
the two periods that were the most racidly charged in American history, and much less continuity with
periods in which racia issues were, by most historians' agreement, not centra to nationd politics. But
let us discuss each period in detall.

Table 1. Average Pearson’'s Correlations of Presidentia Vote in 1996 with Presidentia Votein
Selected Prior Periods

Period Years All States Non-South South n
Storm Clouds (1828-1844) -.40 -.37 -.25 5
Antebdlum Splits (1848-1860) -.60 -.54 -31 4
Over Savery
Trandtion (1872-1876) -.08 14 -.09 2
Black Invisibility (1880-1956) -.12 -.08 -.36 20
Republican  (1880-1928) -.17 -.14 -.39 13
Dominance
New Ded (1932-1944) -.13 -12 -.39 4
Postwar Era  (1948-1956) .08 .19 -.17 3
Trandtion (1960) 51 .64 .08 1
Civil Rights Era (1964-1972) .68 .86 43 3
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Figure 3. Correlations of Democratic Share of Total Presidential Vote in 1996 by Vote in Previous Elections,

Across All States-
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Linking the antebellum period to the present

Intense racial controversy began to spill over into presidentia paliticsin the period that spawned
the Civil War, from 1848 to 1860 inclusive, aperiod of great and mounting tenson over davery. The
votein dl four presidentid dections correates very strongly with the 1996 vote. The average corrdation
of the vote in those earlier dections with the 1996 vote wasr = -.60, with rdatively little variation across
elections (therangewasr = -.70 to r = -.50).

In testing continuity of the present with the pre-Civil War era, we have averaged across the four
elections from 1848 to 1860. Buit to illugtrate in dramatic form the continuity of that seemingly long-
dead partisan dignment with the present, we return to the 1856 results. Figure 2 shows that the results
of the eection of 1856 correlated r = -.70 with those of 1996. No other election before 1968 (r = .72)
demonstrated such a strong continuity with the present.”

Correlations offer only crude atistica descriptions of the actud patterning of thevote. To
appreciate in more textured fashion the true continuity of the presidentid vote over thislong period, it is
again useful to look at specific Sates. Figure 4 therefore presents the scatterplot of the state-by-state
voting percentages in both 1856 and 1996. These results too revea astriking leve of continuity over

nearly a century and a hdf.
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Figure 4.

Democratic Vote: 1856 by 1996
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At the upper |eft are the sates that provided the strongest Democratic base before the Civil

War, and provide the strongest Republican base today. These are exclusively those of the old

Confederacy, such as Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, Virginia, North Caroling, and Georgia® The

samilarity of partisan preferences in these largely Deegp South states on both occasions is noteworthy. At

the other extreme, the states that were strongest for the Republicansin 1856 and for the Democratsin

1996, are five Northeastern states -- Massachusetts, Vermont, New Y ork, Rhode Idand, and Maine.
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In some way's the continuity shown around the middle of the distribution in both years is more surprisng.
The four Union dave sates fal around the middle of the distribution in both 1856 and 1996.

Tennessee and Louisiang, the first two Confederate states to return to the Union, aso fall into the middle
of the digtribution in both years, joining the ambivaent Union dave sates.

We can d =0 learn something from the exceptions to the rule, the three states that seem to fall
furthest from the regresson line. Thefirgt two actudly are good cases for the continuity hypothesis,
despite their off-diagona status. Oneis Presdent Clinton’s own home state of Arkansas, which
resisted the strong trend to the Republican side of the rest of the Confederate states. The value of the
“friends and neighbors’ effect to Bill Clinton in Arkansas was about 10%, if its “expected” outcome
(based on 1856 reaults) was like that of Texas. A second is Vermont. Although it moved from the
Republican column to the Democrats over this period, dong with other Northeastern states, it was much
more strongly Republican in 1856 than it was Democratic in 1996. But like atalking dog, the miracleis
that it became Democratic a dl: it will be recdled that only Vermont and Maine remained Republican in
the face of the Roosevdt landdide in 1936, and so were long regarded as the most rock-ribbed
Republican statesin the nation. It might also be noted that in 1848, VVermont produced the strongest
vote in the country for the Free Soil candidate (29%), and in 1852, only Massachusetts generated a
gronger Free Soil vote. Findly, the third clear outlier isIndiana. In 1856 it voted much likeits near-
neighbor dave states to the south, Kentucky and Tennessee. But today it is more strongly Republican
than they are. We have no specid explanation for its specid discontinuity from the past.

Legacy of the civil rights era

The second period in which racid issues were among the most important on the public agenda
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wasthe civil rights eraof 1964 to 1972. The presdentid vote in those yearsis aso strongly correlated
with the vote in 1996, as shown in Figure 3 and Table 1: the average correlation isr = .68, and the
rangeisfromr =.55tor =.76.

It might justifigbly be objected that the continuity of the presdentid vote from the civil rights era
to the present is smply afunction of their not being separated by very many years. Such eections might
share anumber of smilar features and sSingling out one, as we have, may seem quite arbitrary. Itis
indeed true that the average correlation of the 1996 outcomes with those of al dections from 1976
through 1992 isr = .82. However, we bdieve that the continuity from the civil rights erato the present
is not merely artifactua, ance that explanation cannot explan the continuities between the antebdlum
period and both the civil rights era and the current period.

The years of black invighility.

In contrast, the many years between these two racialy-charged periods demondtrate little
continuity with present partisan divisons.  As can be seen in Figure 3, the corrdations for the outcomes
of dections from 1880 to 1956, inclusive, with 1996 generdly hover around zero. The average
correlation for the 20 dectionsin that period (1880- 1956, inclusive) with the 1996 outcomesisr = -
12, The main exception is 1896, which shows a substantiad link to the eection a century later (r = -
55). We have no explanation for this exception.

Any such summary satistic covering along period of time can conced meaningful variaion
within that period. To test for that we subdivided it into three separate historica subperiods. But as
can be seen in Table 1, that does not change the generd picture’ Electionsin the period of Republican

hegemony from 1880 to 1928, interrupted only by the Cleveland and Wilson adminigirations, correlate
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only minimally with current party divisons (averager =-.17).%° Those during the New Dedl period of
1932 through 1944 do aswell (averager =.13). Thefirst four postwar e ections preceding the civil
rights revolution do not show much continuity with the presert, either (average r = .08).

Continuity limited to 19967

Areour findings of an eectord association of the contemporary period with the two earlier eras
of racid tengon limited to the 1996 ection, or does it hold more generdly throughout recent
presidentid dections? We have argued that 1984 might have stimulated congderable racia tenson,
because of the strong candidacy of Jesse Jackson for the Democratic nomination, and 1988 might have
aswdll, because of the racialy-coded nature of various aspects of the Bush campaign, but that 1992
might not have been a campaign with so much underlying racid imegery.

The 1984 and 1988 results do indeed show the resemblance to the 1856 and 1964 elections
that such an hypothesis would expect, as shown in Table 2. They corrdate dmost as tightly with the
1856 results (r = -.56 and -.65) as 1996 does (r = -.70 ; see Figure 3). Smilarly, they correlate dmost
as strongly with the 1964 results (r = .49 and .62) as 1996 does (r = .55). But 1992 shows less clear
continuity with those earlier years of racid tenson, correlating only r = -.25 with 1856 and r = .42 with
1964 . So 1996 looks much like the 1984 and 1988 dections, with their reatively strong racid

subtexts, but the 1992 eection, by thistest, seems to have been lessracidized.

Table 2. Pearson’s Correations of Presdentid Vote in Recent Elections by those of Previous Periods.

Years Antebdlum Era 1856 Civil Rights Era 1964
(1848-1860) (1964-1972)

31



1984 -.50 -.56 .67 49

1988 -.53 -.65 .76 .62
1992 -.28 -.25 .56 42
1996 -.60 -.70 73 .55

Note: The entries for the two eras are mean corrdationsfor al yearsin the period.

In short, we find strong continuities in the patterns of presidentid voting between the two most
racially-charged periods in American palitics, the antebellum and civil rights periods. And we find
strong continuities in the vote between both those eras and most recent presidentia eections. But we
find little connection between the present and the long period in which racid issues were essentidly off
the nationd political agenda, from 1880 to 1956. This does not by itself demondtrate that racia issues
continue to be a centra factor in today’ s partisan divisions, but the data are consstent with that view.

Our findings broaden the story presented by Carmines and Stimson (1989) and othersin two
ways, then. Firg, they demonstrate considerable continuity of the antebellum period of racid criss,
which takes the story much earlier than their starting point of 1945. Second, athough Carmines and
Stimson do not treat the period since 1980, numerous other contemporary writers assume a diminishing
continuity with thet racidly-torn era. These data demondtrate clear continuity of the present erawith the

racialy-driven redignment of the 1960's.

Regional Realignment Revisited
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The consensus among students of the party system is that the realignment that began in the
1960's primarily affected Southern whites. According to this story, the large body of “yellow dog”
Democrats in the South, many quite conservative on avariety of issues (including race), began to move
toward the Republican party to join their ideologicaly more competible conservatives. By implication
this view suggests thet little race-based redignment occurred outside the South, where the civil rights
issues were only aremote spectator sport.

Our own view isthat racid issues or quas-racid issues such as busing, welfare, law and order,
tax cuts, and affirmative action had quite strong effects on white public opinion throughout the country
(Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Searset d, 1997; Sears & Citrin, 1985). If so, we should see the tendency
to reingtate the antebel lum partisan dignment to have occurred in both the North and the South.
Because of our interest in establishing continuity with the antebellum period, we define the South here
soldy in terms of the fifteen dave-holding states — eleven that joined the Confederacy, and four that
gayed in the Union.

This restoration, we will argue, took three demongtrable forms: (1) most obvioudy, the
wholesale shift of the South toward the Republican party; (2) within the South, the strongest shift to the
Republicansin presidentid voting occurred in the states most committed to the Democrats in the
antebellum period, triggered initidly by the events surrounding the eection of 1948; and (3) within the
rest of the country, the strongest shift to the Democrats occurred in those states that had been most
committed to the Republicans in the antebelum period, again restoring the party dignment of that long-

distant period, amovement well underway as early as 1960.
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Restoring the antebalum system in the South

One mgor reason for the restoration of the antebellum system is the shift of the South back to
the more racidly conservative party. The South had been strongly Democrétic in its presidentid voting
from 1880 through World War 11, of course, and much more Democratic than the rest of the country.
After World War 11, the South shifted quite sharply away from the Democrats, at first in 1948, and then
agan inthecivil rights era. For example, Franklin Roosevet swept dl of the old Confederacy dtatesin
al four of hiselections. In contragt, in both 1992 and 1996, Clinton took only two of those eleven
dates other than his home state and that of his running mate.  The more generd aggregete voting
datigtics are shown in Figure 5, which depicts the mean Democratic vote (across states) in the South
and the non-South for the entire period we are concerned with.  This massve shift of the Southisa

mgor reason for the restoration of the antebellum partisan alignment that persists today.



Figure 5. Aggregate Mean Democratic Vote in the South versus non-South
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A second reason is continuity within the South in which states give most support to the recidly
consarvative party. As recently as 1964, the politica differences among the Southern states showed
consderable continuity with differences that had existed in the antebellum period.  The scatterplot
shown earlier in Figure 1 showed this continuity within the South between 1856 and 1964. In the latter
year, the Degp South gave the strongest support to the Republicans — Missssppi, Alabama, Georgia,
South Carolina, and Louisiana, whereas the four Union dave states were considerably more favorable
to the Democrats (as was Texas, LBJ shome gtate). The other Confederate states fell in the middle.
The average correlation across dl years of the antebelum and civil rights periodsisr = -.25., but these
correlations become more substantia with the 1856 and 1860 elections, after the passage of the
Kansas-Nebraska Act (averager = -.43, asopposed to r = -.03 for 1848 and 1852).

The continuity of those differencesin the shift of Southern states to the Republicans over the
shorter period from the civil rights era to the present is somewhat stronger, not surprisingly. The
correlaion of the 1996 results with the entire civil rights era, shown in Table 1, averaged r = .43. In
this period the 1988 eection, with its focus on race and crime, consistently shows the greatest continuity
with the civil rights eraiin the South (averager = .71).

Across the entire period, then, the partisan divisons within the South in the immediate
antebellum period show reasonably strong continuity with the present. Table 1 showsthat the average
correlation of eection resultsin the antebe lum period with those in 1996 in the South is r =-.31. This
levd of continuity can aso be observed by usng 1856 as a single marker year for that earlier period.
Figure 6 displays the same two sets of corrdations that we started with, correating the presidentia vote

in 1996 and 1856 with every other year, but for the South only. The 1856 dection results correlate
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quite strongly with the outcomein 1996 (r = -.40). That is, the differentiation of the most recalcitrant
from the more ambivaent states within the antebellum South has congderable pardle inthe 1990's.
The highest correlation between the antebellum and present periods in the South, interestingly enough, is
that between 1856 and 1984, the year of Jesse Jackson' sfirst run for the presdency: r =-.70. This

presumably primarily reflects the strong racid conservatism of the Degp South in both eras.
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Continuities outsde the South.

But it would be too smple to imply that the generd shift of the South toward the Republican
party, especidly the shift of the Deegp South, fully explains the partisan redignment that has occurred.
The restoration of the antebellum partisan system is a'so due to important changes in the North and
West. The redignment of states outside of the old dave-holding region dong the lineslaid out before
the Civil War can be seen most clearly in the corrdations of the 1856 and 1996 votes with dl election
results, shown in Figure 7. In the century between the Civil War and the 1960’ s, no other election
forecast the 1996 results as well as 1856 does (r = -.69)."* Indeed the continuity between the 1856
election and the three dections we have described as the “civil rights era’ was somewhat higher in the

North than in the South (r = -.57 vs. -.43).
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The pattern in the North fits the three-period historical model that we suggested above. The
antebellum vote anticipates the 1996 vote. But then in the century following the Civil War, the
correations with 1996 bounce dl over the place, as would be expected if other issues had cometo
dominae racein that period. Thisisadso shown in Figure 7. Then beginning in 1960, the antebellum
system was restored, and ddmost exactly the same pattern has held to the present. The corrdations with
the 1996 vote are invariably over .80.

Moreover, from 1964 to the present there is even grester continuity in the North and West than
in the South. Table 1 shows that the average correlation of eection resultsin the avil rights erawith
those in 1996 wasr = .86 in the North, but only .43 in the South. Similarly, continuity from 1964 to
1996 was higher in the North (r = .82 vs. r = .40 in the South).

Findly, the scatterplot presented in Figure 8 shows this strong continuity of differences among
non-Southern states from 1964 to the present. The Democratic strength in states such as
Massachusetts, New Y ork, and Rhode Idand has been matched by its weakness in the Mountain and
Great Plains gates. Put another way, the dignment of non-Southern states in an erawith raceasa

central issue 30 years ago perssts, more or less undtered, today.
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% Dem. Vote in 1964

Figure 8. |
Dem. Vote 1964 by 1996, Non-South Only

90

40 ' _ ;
30 40 50 60 , 70

Percent Democratic Vote in 1996

Note: D.C. is excluded from this figure.

lts Dem vote was 86% in 1964 and 85% in 1996.
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In short, we find astriking level of continuity between the state- by- state division of the popular
presidentia vote from the antebellum period to the 1960's, and then again to the 1990's, though the two
parties have dmogst exactly switched places. The Republican party now draws its strongest support
from exactly those states that had most vigoroudy opposed it in the tense antebellum period. Oncethe
champion of regtricting the growth of davery, its strongest base is now in those states that broke away
from the Union to preserve davery. Indeed the single presidentid eection that most closely anticipates
current partisan divisonsis 1856, an eection that marked the mai den gppearance of the Republican

party.

Thetiming of racidly-based redignment

What about the timing of the restoration to partisan divisonstypica of the antebellum period? In
generd our findings concur with those developed by earlier andysts who see the 1964 election as
pivota (Sundquist, 1983; Carmines & Stimson, 1989). Its results correlate particularly strongly with the
1856 outcomes (r = .55), indeed with those of dl four of the immediately antebellum dections (average
r =-.50). Inkeeping with the Carmines and Stimson notion that “issue evolution” continues to mold
partisan divisons over some extended period of time, rather than acting cataclysmicdly dl a once, the
1968 election looks very smilar to 1964 in our data. Its results correlate strongly both with those of the
1856 election (r = -.75) and with those of the 1996 election (r = .72).

That said, we wish to take some mild issue with their timing of the race-based realignment. In
our data, the crucid period for this redignment of the mass public began alittle earlier than they
suggested. They see some polarization on racid issues among dites, but not much in the mass public,

before 1963. Instead, our data suggest that presdentia voting began to shift back to the antebellum
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system as early asin the 1960 eection returns. We have three reasons for saying that.
One comes from the pattern of the correlations of the 1960 returns with those before and after.
1960 seemsto be atrangtion or bridging year. It dready provided a bridge as the antebelum
aignment began to regppear in the civil rights period. The 1856 returns correlated r = .63 with 1956,
thenr =-.06in 1960, and swung tor =- .60 in 1964, asshown in Table3. Smilarly, thelink to the
contemporary period is anticipated as strongly in the 1960 returns asit isin the 1964 returns. The 1996
returns correlated -.02 with those in 1956, then rose to r = .51 in 1960, but only increased alittle

further in 1964 (r = .55).

Table 3. Pearson’s correlations of Presdentia Votein Antebellum Era, Civil Rights Era, and 1996, By

Region.
All States Northern States Southern States
Years 1856 1996 1856 1996 1856 1996
1956 .63 -.02 .39 .09 .32 -.34
1960 -.06 51 -.20 .64 -.02 .08
1964 -.60 .55 -.65 .82 -.25 40
1968 - 75 72 -.56 .89 -.32 40

Second, 1960 was a criticd year in the shift of the South away from the Democrats relative to
the North at the aggregate level, shown earlier in Figure 5. Figure 6 shows that the 1856 and 1996
votes in the South are each correlated at a congtant level with other eection outcomes after

Recongtruction through 1956. In 1960 the directions of the correlations begin to reverse, atrend that
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continues to the present time (with some interruption in the years of fellow Southerner Immy Carter’s
races). In the South, then, we are redly deding with only two eras. The antebellum and Jm Crow
periods look remarkably smilar, despite the temporary trauma of the Civil War. Only in the 1960's did
the inverson of the old dignment begin. The civil rights palicies of the nationd Democratic party drove
the Southern states into the waiting hands of the Republican party, and especialy the most recidly
conservetive of the Southern states.

But 1960 was dso acritical year in the North. As can be seenin Figure 8 and Table 3, the
1856 results were consstently positively correlated with the Northern vote through the 1950's (e.g., .39
in 1956). But it changed radicdly in 1960 (r = -.20), and then the change to strong negetive
correlations was complete in 1964 and 1968 (r = -.65, -.56). Similarly, the correation of those years
with 1996 shows the same pattern in the North: averaging r = .20 from 1948 to 1956, then surgingin
1960 (to r = .64), and ill further in 1964 and 1968 (to r = .82 and .89).

Turning to the South, our data highlight 1948 as an early warning year for the restoration of the
old system. The successful civil rights fight over the Democratic platform at the convention, and the later
Dixiecrat candidacy of Strom Thurmond, began the ultimate dissolution of the Solid South. Figure 5
shows that it was the firgt dection in history in which the Democrats did more poorly in the South than in
the North. Moreover, within the South the correlation of vote outcomes between 1948 and 1964 was r
=.82. Sothe 1948 dection aready anticipated the later enduring defection of the South asawhole,
and especidly the Deep South. However 1948 did not anticipate the results outsde the South in the
elections we have been focusing on. For example, the correlation of 1948 and 1964 vote outcomes

outsde the South was but r = .01.
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Discussion

The god of our study was to test for long-term continuities in the politics of race. Specificaly,
we wanted to examine the role of racid issuesin presdentid voting in the present era. Our drategy isa
quas-experimentd one. We identified two earlier higtorical erasin which it is generaly agreed race was
ahotly debated issue in nationd partisan politics. By demongtrating continuity in the digtribution of the
presidentia vote across states between those eras and the present, and showing that the pattern of the
vote has been quite different in eras when race has not been a central nationa politica issue, we could
make the case that in the present era, racia issues remain amgor influence over partisan preferences.

Our empiricd andys's began by documenting the continuity in presdentia voting between the
period immediately preceding the Civil War and the civil rights era of the 1960's. Then we documented
the striking smilarity between today’ s party dignment and that of those previous periods. In addition,
we found that the contemporary period is cdearly dissmilar from the party dignment in the long period
between the Civil War and the civil rights era, when race was essentidly off the nationd politica agenda.
The enduring redignment of the presidentia vote that we see today actudly conssted of three separate
changes. Fird, there was a substantid aggregate-leve switch of Southern states away from the
Democrats to the Republicans after World War 1, anticipated in the Dixiecrat revolt in 1948 and in the
1960 eection, and then solidified in the 1964 eection. And second, there was asignificant level of
continuity from the antebellum period to the civil rights era, and to the present day, in terms of which
Southern states most supported the racidly conservative candidates. The Deep South was then, and
remains, now, the most receptive. In some ways more surprising were our findings about satesin the

North and West. There we find even more continuity of the presdentia vote of today with its aignment
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both in the antebelum period and the civil rights period. Even states like Vermont and Maine, not long
ago the mogt reliably Republican of dl sates, have reverted to their antebellum ways. In these ways,
then, we find agtriking level of continuity in the dignment of partisan politics a the presidentid leve
today with its alignment in the two earlier periods of highest racid tenson in American nationd palitics.
From that we infer the continuing influence of racid atitudes on presidentid voting behavior.

This study is intended to supplement the research using standard survey-based methods that has
shown close associations between racid attitudes on the one hand, and racid policy preferences, and
voting behavior, on the other (eg., Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Sears, Lau, Tyler, & Allen, 1980; Sears
et d, 1997). We use data that have not been previoudy utilized for this purpose — state presidentia
election returns. They have some particular advantages. They are collected in ardaivey uniform
manner over afar longer time span than are public opinion data, and they are “hard” behavioral data as
opposed to “soft” opinion data. They aso may be more sengtive to change than are survey measures
of party identification: presdentid voting is aleading indicator of change, and party identification, a
lagging indicetor.

State-level data dso have a certain specid gppropriateness for the substantive question at hand,
aswadll. The debates over davery were often carried out at a state level in the 18" and 19" centuries,
and the mogt visible debaters were frequently those public officids with state-level congtituencies—
senators and governors. The Civil War was fought largely by units drawn from within the states, with
each sde trying to capitdize on their men'sloydties to their own states, even though in fact the war was
regiond in naure. “ States' rights’ was a centrd judtification for maintaining the racid status quo in both

the antebellum and civil rights era, and a core proposa of current Republican leadership isto return
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resources and power to the states from the federal government. Even in the 1960's, recia
consarvatives like Governors George Wallace and Ross Barnett presented themselves as defending
their own States, and their own state universities, against desegregation.

No type of datain socid scienceis without disadvantage, though. These aggregated
presdentid voting returns have the disadvantage of being quite distant from the presumably causal
individua racid attitudes. So, as Schuman (2000) argues in another context, while they are spared the
“circularity” or “tautology” charge that measures of racid attitudes are vulnerable to when used as
predictors of racid policy atitudes, they are more subject to dternative explanations. Neverthdess, it is
chdlenging to think of factors that would promote smilar voting behavior in the antebellum and civil
rights eras other than attitudes about the racial status quo. Moreover, these observed continuitiesin the
vote must overcome the many other changes that have occurred in each state that could influence voting
outcomes. Among them are immigration, out-migration (both perhaps sdlective), and the
enfranchisement of blacksin the South and higher levels of turnout of Northern blacks.

Onething missing isthisandyssis any direct evidence that racid attitudes are responsible for
these effects. That is not for lack of research on them. A great ded has been done (for areview, see
Searset d, 2000). But one obstacle that isimmediately confronted is a dispute at the most fundamental
level possble— on what condtitutes a vaid measure of racia prgjudice. This dispute threatens to block
any consensua gppraisa of therole of racid attitudes. Our research, and that of otherskin to it, offers
measures of preudice that presumably expressracia animosity in terms of resentments or mord
complaints about black people (e.g., Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Tarman & Sears, 1998; Pettigrew &

Meertens, 1995; Searset a, 1997). However those who do not see much role for racid prgudicein
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today’ s politics view measures of symbolic racism or racid resentment as inextricably “confounded”
with generd politica ideology, and so not as true measures of prejudice (Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
This view is accompanied by the conviction that both racia and partisan palitics today revolve around
generd politica ideology (particularly debates about the Size and role of government) more than it does
around race (e.g., Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Carmines & Stanley, 1990). These researchers
instead rely on direct measures of racid affect, such as group thermometers or group stereotypes, or on
indirect and unobtrusive measures that presumably prevent respondents from being aware that the
investigator is measuring prgudice (e.g., Fazio et a, 1995; Kuklinski et a, 1997; Sniderman et d,
2000). Wein turn have some skepticism about the former, as excessvely vulnerable to socia
desirability pressures and as a best measuring outdated forms of racid prgudice, and the latter only
because they have not yet been sufficiently tested to form abass for firm conclusions.

The view that racid prejudice has been displaced by other issue concerns as abasis for the
mass public’' s partisan preferences is certainly alegitimate one. And thereis no dearth of candidates for
that dternative role; opposition to federd intervention in locd politicad decisons (Campbell, 1977b),
fatigue with the welfare state (Abramowitz, 1994), fundamentd vaues about equdity (Miller & Shanks,
1996) religious orientations (Green et al, 1998; Kdlstedt, 1990; Steed et a, 1990), attitudes about a
strong defense or abortion (Carmines & Stanley, 1990), as well asideology (Abramowitz & Saunders,
1998; Carmines & Stanley, 1990; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Citrin, Green, & Sears, 1990).
Indeed an oft-expressed belief is that many of these domestic issues have become so bundled together
with basic ideology that they dl push in the same direction at once.

One research drategy often employed in such Stuationsiis to try to control on the potentialy

49



confounding attitudes, and then see if the atitude of most interest (in this case, racid prgudice or racia
policy attitudes) continues nevertheess to have the effects of interest. On abivariate basis, they do
seem to have reliable effects on policy atitudes, party identification, and presidentia vote preferences
(Carmines & Layman, 1998; Carmines & Stanley, 1990; Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Miller & Shanks,
1996; Searset d, 1997; though see Abramowitz, 1994). When those other attitudes are controlled,
racia pregudice (at least our version of it) continues to have strong effects on paolicy atitudes (e.g., Sears
et d, 1997). But they often do not continue to have strong effects on elther party identification or vating
preferences (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Abramowitz, 1994; Miller & Shanks, 1996; Citrin, Green, &
Sears, 1990).

At that point the conventionad methodology seemsto run out of gas. We are left with only our
priors about causa ordering, as Kinder and Sanders (1996) and Miller and Shanks (1996, pp. 314-6)
wisdly point out. Our assumption isthat these other attitudes themselves have been infected by racia
prgudice. For example, welfare and law and order issues are demonstrably infused with racia
consderations (Sears et d, 1980; Kinder and Sanders, 1996; Gilens, 1999). Evenissues of overdl size
of government and levds of taxation have asurprisngly large racia component that remains with
controls on ideology and party identification (Sears & Citrin, 1985). Conventional measures of
egditarian vaues may dso be strongly influenced by racia prgudice (Sears, Henry, & Kosterman,
2000). If so, controlling those other factors essentidly is* controlling out” variance that more properly
should be assigned to prejudice.

The andytic method used in the present study provides another gpproach to the same problem.

Presumably the partisan debates during the New Ded erawere highly polarized about just the issues
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undergirding today’ s debates about the Size and role of government. The New Ded was an effort to
import awedfare gate to the United States, and greetly expand the regulatory state, while the
Republicans consistently opposed the expansion of government responsibility. Race was very much of
asddeissue, and indeed the two nationd parties differed rather little oniit. Yet we find that the partisan
aignment during the New Ded era corrdates very little with the dignmentsin ether the civil rights eraor
the present era. That may offer one additiond piece of evidence suggesting that a significant portion of
today’ sideological polarization has aracia subtext.

When we argue that the racid tensonsin the antebellum and civil rights eras affected partisan
choice, there is not much dispute about how that might have happened. 1n both cases competing
presidential candidates, and especidly thar partisan dliesin Congress, were explicitly debating large
policy issues surrounding race, taking very different postions. That isless obvioudy trueinthe 1990's,
with occasiond exceptions like some recent state ballot measures abolishing officia affirmative action.
And even there it should be remembered that the anti- ffirmative- action rhetoric often invokes the
rhetoric of the civil rights movement itsdlf, in favor of a“color-blind” society. If race enters partisan
politics today, it seemsto do so indirectly. But that presents the challenge of determining which issues
arein fact racid. The wdfare reform legidation of 1996? Gilens (1999) makes a strong case that it
was. But what about current drug policy? It has drastically differentia racial consequences. But isit
racidized in the minds of the white mass public? What about the death pendty? The atacks on Jocelyn
Elder, the treatment of Carol Mosdey-Braun or Mike Espy? Why did Henry Cisneiros come under
more attack than Henry Hyde or Robert Livingston or Newt Gingrich? Are these examples of aracia

double standard? IsBill Clinton’s close and very public friendship with Vernon Jordan a“racid issue’
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anaogous to the Kansas-Nebraska Act in the 1850's? Perhapsit isthese indirect effects of racial
atitudes, conveyed by issues with rdatively secondary manifest racid content, that may have helped
dter the overd| partisan baance in the land -- especidly by affecting the preferences of white racid
consarvativesin the South.

Finally, one more uncertainty. We have offered some evidence that the election of 1960 was a
turning point in the partisan dignment of the states. As conventiondly andyzed by public opinion
researchers, that eection was not so much racidized as it was driven by rdigion (Converse et d, 1963).

In the North, Catholics were drawn to the Democrats more than usud, while in the South, Protestants
defected from the Democrats more than usud. It isclear that evangelicd Protestantism is closely
associated with Republicanism and politica conservatism in the South today (Green et d, 1998;
Kellstedt, 1990; Steed et d, 1990). Racia conservatism appears also to be correlated with those
predispostions, but the evidence on such rdationships is more fragmentary. What can be said with
certainty isthat the Northern Catholic surge to the Democrats during the Kennedy candidacy haslong
sncerdapsed. Intha senseif it was raigion and not race that was respongble for the party dignment
beginning to tip in 1960, an dignment that perssts to today, the asymmetrica long-term effects of
religion would need to be explained.

What do we think we have learned? (1) We have extended the case for aracidly-based
redlignment back to the antebellum period, to show that today’ s partisan dignment has alonger history
than usudly thought; (2) we have provided another kind of datato show that race remainsimportant in
presidentid politics today, even if the issues being debated are often not explicitly or only racid ; (3) the

persgting effects of the 1960’ s racidly-driven redignment occurred in the North as well asin the South;
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and (4) we argue that 1960 may have been trangtiond, not just 1964.
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APPENDIX

In assembling the data on presidentid vote, our main problems occur from two sources missing
data (especidly but not exclusvely during the Confederate rebellion), and third party candidacies. We
have presented the core data in the most parsmonious and uniform fashion we could think of, taking the
percent Democrétic of the total presidentia vote in each year. In this Appendix we discuss the
consequences of this decison in years with substantial missing data and/or third party candidacies. Our
genera dtrategy has been that whenever there are missing data, they can be entered as O for one party
or treated asmissing. Wetry both. We treat third party candidacies as rebellions and try dternative
assignments of their votes accordingly.

Leftwing rebdlions from the party of the left. In these cases the politically sengble solution isto
pool the rebdling left with the vote for the party of the left, if the left-right distinction makes sense with
respect to racia issues. In 1848 the Free Soil Party split off from the Whigs. We pool the two againgt
the Democrats, which seems most sensible given the predominantly Southern base of the latter and the
specificaly anti-davery stance of the free soilers. In 1892 the Populists plit off, but presumably had a
more naturd affinity with the Democrats since in 1896, Bryan ran on a Democrat-Populist joint ticket.
However, our basic rule pairs them with the Republicans, yidding r = .47 with the 1996 vote. If pooled
with the Democratic vote the correlation with the 1996 voteisr = -.24. The decison isnot
consequentia for our story, but we chose to make an exception to our generd rulein this case because
the Democrats and the Populists were drawing on smilar pools of eectora support.

Centrigt rebellions againd the party of theleft. In 1856 Whigs collected votesin every sate
despite the entry of the Republican Party in the North, againgt the pro-davery Buchanan on the
Democratic ticket. In practice, however, the Republicans attracted no votes a dl in any dave sate
except Maryland and Delaware, and received tiny numbers even there. The Whigs ran competitive
(though mostly losing) races with the Democrats in every dave sate, but were competitive with the
Republicansin hardly any Northern states. Our rule of thumb assigns the Whigs to the Republican side,
which seems most sensible since both essentidly ran againgt the Democrats, but in different regions.

1860. In 1860, Stephen A. Douglas ran as the Democratic candidate, but the Southern
Democrats put up John C. Breckinridge as a Southern Democratic dternative. Lincoln, the Republican,
was blanked in virtudly dl the Southern tates, where the Condtitutiona Union Party had put up John
Bdl (though he dso got some votes in the North). Thet is, in the North the contest was essentialy
between Lincoln and the Democrats, while in the South, it was Bl againg the Southern Democrats. So
there were basicdly two separate Democratic campaigns, one in the South and one in the North. In
practice Douglas won few votesin the South (a median of 9% in the Confederate ates), while
Breckinridge did poorly in dmost dl non-dave sates. Lincoln won dmost no votesin the South (1% in
Virginia, and none in any of the other Confederate sates), whereas the CU party did rather well (a
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mean of 39% in the Confederate States).

How thisis handled mattersalot. Our rule of parsmony would compare Douglas votes with all
others (r = .32 for the correlation with the 1996 vote). However in this case that would be an obvioudy
politicaly meaningless option, in ayear fraught with racid tenson. The falback solution we have chosen
isto pool Democrats and Southern Democrats against the Republicans and CUP (r =-.56). One
could argue for atougher criterion for anti-davery voting, pitting Lincoln againg dl therest (r = -.51).
But the Bell vote was basically a Southern Whig vote. It was clear that opinion about secesson was
quite divided in the Southern states, reflected in the consderable Bell vote in severd dave states
(indeed, he took both Virginiaand Tennessee).

The Confederacy problem. The most serious missing-data problem concerns the missing
Confederate states in 1864 (eleven) 1868 (four). If we just declare them missng, then the correations
with the 1996 vote arer = .06 and -.02. However, there is no perfect strategy because there is no way
to estimate the votes of the most extreme racialy conservative states. These are not absolutely pivota
years for our purposes, though it isinteresting how the debates in 1863 and 1864 about Lincoln’swar
drategy sound alot like the contemporary racid debates, with the “usua suspects’ carrying the war
banner -- Massachusetts rather than Southern Ohio, for example (see Waugh, 1996).

Racidly conservetive rebdlions againd the racidly liberd party. In these cases the most
obvioudy appropriate response is to assgn the racidly conservative third-party votes to the more
racidly conservative mgjor party. But actualy our sandard rule of thumb, assigning it dl to the
Republicans, does not digtort the politica redlities on the ground very much in each case. In 1948 the
Dixiecrats rebelled againg the Northern Democratic Party. Assgning their vote to the Republicans
yiddsr = .03 with the 1996 vote; assgning them to the Democrats yieldsr = .05. No difference. In
1948, the Alabama eectors were unpledged. Setting the Democratic vote to O, rather than declaring the
date missing, raises the correlation with 1996 from r = .03 to r = .08. Again no red difference so we
choseto set them as missing. In 1960 the main third party vote was for Southern segregationists, in
Mississppi, Alabama, Louisiana, and Arkansas. Our rule assigns those votes to the Republicans, which
yields a corrdation of r = .51 with the 1996 vote. Assigning them instead to the Democrats would yield
r = .40, ardatively modest difference. In 1964 the unpledged Democratic date in Alabama protested
desegregation. We assign them to the Republicans (a reasonable outcome in that Goldwater year),
yidding r = .49 with the 1996 vote). The same occursif they are assigned to the Democrats. In 1968
the Wallace vote was in sgnificant degree aracially-based protest againgt the Democrats, so it should
logicaly be assgned to the Republicans, which our rule doesin any case. Either way it correlates
strongly with the 1996 vote (r = .72 and .49, respectively).

Rebdlions to the left from the conservative party. Neither of these two cases is consequential
for our themes. In 1912 and 1924 the Progressives split off from the Republicans. Our rule of thumb
assigns them back to the Republicans, generating r = -.10 and -.05 with the 1996 vote, respectively.
Assgning their votes to the Democrats yidds r = -.01 and -.32, not alarge difference. In 1980
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Anderson split off from the Republicans, but our rule assigns him right back (r = .73 with the 1996
vote). Still he was closer in ideology to Carter. Assgning him to the Democratsyiddsr = .86. This
doesn't make much difference, either.

The Perot vote in 1992. Thisdoes not fall neetly into any of the other categories of rebelions.
It was mainly arebdlion againg government as usud, and in that sense might have been thought to have
more in common with the Republicans (vide Reagan having campaigned on “ government is the problem,
not the solution”).  Still, it was clearly not explicitly racid in nature, unlike Walace. Our rule pools his
vote with the Republicans, yielding r = .93 with the 1996 vote. If his vote is pooled with the Democrats,
r=.78.
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ENDNOTES

1. Wewish to express thanks to Christopher Tarman, David Karol, and Rich Benton for their help a
various stages of this project.

2. A third st of eventsis what to usis the underexplained vehemence of the Republican response to
Presdent Clinton. From the beginning of his adminigtration, he has drawn a surprisngly vigorous
partisan response from congressional Republicans, from the debates over gaysin the military to those
over hedth care, from the * Contract with America’ in the 1994 congressiond dectionsto the shut-
down of the federd government in the winter of 1995-1996 and the year-long impeachment processin
1998-1999. Many explanations have been offered, including those that invoke his alleged fondness for
“big government” solutionsto societd problems, dlaims of his untrustworthiness, his draft Status or drug
use in the 1960's, dlegations about sexud affairs, the increased vishility of the Christian Right within the
Republican party, and resentment of Hillary Clinton’s active feminism and involvement in the
adminigration. Onethat is not often heard isthe fact that Clinton is arguably the president most
understanding of, and sympathetic to, African Americansin American higtory. Thiswas perhaps
illustrated by the fact that his most loyd, outspoken, and unequivoca supporters during the
impeachment crisis came from the Black Caucus in the House of Representatives.

3. Though see Clubb, Hanigan, and Zingde (1980), who have used sate-levd voting datato identify
religning eections.

4. 1n 1952, hetook saeven of the former secessonist sates, and in 1956, Sx of them.

5. Onapriori grounds, 1860 might have served just as well, but there are greater complicationsin
terms of which candidates were on the balot in various states (see the Appendix). In any casethe
findings for 1860 look very much like those for 1856.

6. 1n 1856, South Carolina did not collect a popular vote for President; electors were sdected by the
date legidature,

8. It might of course be objected that the continuity of the 1996 vote with those in the period beginning
in the 1960's, like the continuity of any vote with those in yearsimmediately prior, would have a number
of possible explanations that have little to do with our hypothesis. Indeed the results of the 1996
election correlates r = .82, on average, with those of al eections from 1976 through 1992. However,
we believe this leve of continuity is not merdy an artifact of being rdaively doseintime. The same
objection cannot explain continuity of the present with the far-earlier period of racid crissimmediately
preceding the Civil War.

8. Virginia, notwithstanding that West Virginiawas carved from it soon thereafter, and is a strong
Democratic date today.
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10. Thetwo eections during the trangition from Recongtruction do not show any association with the
1996 results (averager = -.08).

10. 1n 1864 and 1868, much of the white support for the Confederacy had been disenfranchised, of
course, producing an atificia discontinuity with the antebellum period.

12. For 1856, r = -.50; for 1896, r = -.61; and for 1952, r = .52). We have no particular ingght into
these latter two results.
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